The concept of corporate entrepreneurship has been confusingly used by researchers to explain various organisational phenomena such as ways of managing, strategy and innovation. The abundant use of labels and perspectives interchangeably has consequently led to lack of clarity. This article reviews the literature in order to provide an overview and categorisation of corporate entrepreneurship. The aim is to clarify the concept by identifying the key perspectives. Since there is no unifying theoretical base for the entrepreneurship phenomena -due to, for example, its interdisciplinary grounding in economics, sociology and psychology -a framework for corporate entrepreneurship is developed, consisting of intrapreneurship and exopreneurship. These are further broken down into four complementary perspectives: corporate venturing, internal resources, internationalisation and external networks. It is hoped that, these four perspectives together will give the reader a clearer understanding of corporate entrepreneurship and thereby improve the basis for managerial decisions.
Introduction
Technological and market changes seem to occur faster than we expect, and Peter Drucker's old saying that the only constant thing in business is change seems truer than entrepreneurship. The next section looks at the different labels for and perspectives on corporate entrepreneurship, the aim of which is to clarify the topic and put it into perspective. This is followed by a proposed framework consisting of four different approaches to strategic corporate entrepreneurship: corporate venturing, internal resources, internationalisation and networks. The article concludes with recommendations for using this framework in future research and practice.
Theoretical roots: entrepreneurship
The aim of this section is to help clarify the different approaches to entrepreneurship, and thus to some extent explain the different perspectives on corporate entrepreneurship. The theoretical roots of entrepreneurship builds on Stevenson and Jarillo [5] , who argue that the management literature on entrepreneurship is often based on classical entrepreneurship literature, which can be divided into three main categories: the effects of entrepreneurship (what happens when entrepreneurs act), the causes of entrepreneurship (why entrepreneurs act) and entrepreneurial management (how entrepreneurs act). The main differences are due to the different theoretical backgrounds of the researchers. Economists have dominated the effects of entrepreneurship such as the Chicago tradition [6] [7] [8] , the German tradition [9] , and the Austrian tradition [10] [11] [12] . In contrast, studies on the causes of entrepreneurship are dominated by psychologists [13] [14] [15] and sociologists [16] , and studies on entrepreneurial management have mainly been considered from a practical point of view. Despite the differences in perspectives, however, there are several similarities and overlaps -especially in the definitions of entrepreneurship, which are dominated by the effect studies, with their focus on what initiated entrepreneurship. Nonetheless, the different disciplines are based on different basic assumptions, and thus emphasise different aspects of the phenomenon -again adding to the confusion related to entrepreneurship.
This categorisation by Stevenson and Jarillo [5] is only one among several other approaches to understanding the concept of entrepreneurship [17] . However, Alvarez and Barney [18] argue that the theory of entrepreneurship continues to lack a unifying base from which to explain, predict and empirically examine the phenomenon. Instead, they emphasise that researchers from other fields use entrepreneurship as a means for extending their own theoretical frameworks, which means that the phenomenon is explored from several different perspectives. Unfortunately, the extension of the concept to cover corporate entrepreneurship makes it even fuzzier, because corporate entrepreneurship is more complex, since it also challenges organisational strategy, structures and processes [19, 20] . Compared with the causes and effects of entrepreneurship, scholars paid little attention to the corporate management dimension until two or three decades ago, when the management literature began to take a more serious look at entrepreneurship.
The appropriate label
The concept of entrepreneurship within existing organisations has evolved over the last thirty years [21] [22] [23] [24] Based on the above, intrapreneurship seems to be the most appropriate label for the concept of entrepreneurship within an existing company, as long as the company is only dealing with internal resources in its own possession. However, there are also several opportunities to be entrepreneurial and innovative and develop new knowledge and competencies outside the boundaries of a company -which Chang [44] calls exopreneurship. Chang [44, p.187] points out that 'exopreneurship is the generation of innovation outside the boundary of organisation using external agents known as exopreneurs', which means that an organisation acquires innovation through external networks, such as joint ventures, external venture capital, subcontracting and strategic alliances. The differences are clear -entrepreneurs innovate for themselves, intrapreneurs innovate on behalf of an existing organisation, while exopreneurs are part of an external network. The motivations for innovation are therefore different.
The left-hand side of the Figure 1 shows that there may be a relation between an established company and a new independent venture, as the latter may be a spin off of the former. Pinchot [35] even argues that many entrepreneurs develop their skills and competencies within an established organisation before creating their own venture. Intrapreneurship, which can be defined as a company's legal possession of resources, is shown in the middle of the figure. The right-hand side of the figure goes beyond the borders of the organisation and illustrates exopreneurship or entrepreneurial activities through external networks, of which the company does not possess full ownership. 
Defining corporate entrepreneurship
The three approaches to entrepreneurship and strategic management have resulted in many definitions of corporate entrepreneurship over the past 20-30 years. [25] that may or may not result in strategic renewal, while the latter implies the creation of new wealth through new combinations of resources. Corporate venturing is one way to achieve strategic renewal, making acquisitions resulting in new combinations is another, whereas actions like 'refocusing a business competitively, making major changes in marketing or distribution, redirecting product development, and reshaping operations' [3, p.6] are also examples of strategic renewal.
Thornberry [48] breaks corporate entrepreneurship down even further, identifying four strategic types: corporate venturing, intrapreneuring, organisational transformation and industry rule breaking. This is almost similar to Stopford and Baden-Fuller's [28] categorisation, which identifies three types of corporate entrepreneurship: Intrapreneurship, which they define as a part of corporate venturing, transformation and renewal of existing organisations, and changing the rules of competition for the industry, as suggested by Schumpeter [9] . Compared with Guth and Ginsberg's [3] framework, the differences are industry role breaking/changing the industry rules of competition, which is considered beyond a company's direct influence because the company cannot plan it. Since it is highly market-dependent; it may be a result of corporate venturing and strategic renewal rather than a process. Corporate entrepreneurship is therefore seen as corporate initiatives that enable entrepreneurship in relation to an existing company.
Perspectives on corporate entrepreneurship
Many scholars seem to agree that corporate entrepreneurship is an overall term for all other 'labels' and perspectives. Figure 2 illustrate the corporate entrepreneurship umbrella and divides it into four perspectives; (1) corporate venturing, (2) internal resources, (3) internationalisation, and (4) external networks. These perspectives indicate four domains in which a company can make an effort to be more innovative. However, even though they are very different, they are all rooted in organisational resources. The classification takes into account both what is within and beyond the organisational boundaries, and the dotted line in Figure 2 indicates what is beyond the organisational boundaries. Corporate venturing is a means of planning for organisational ambiguity in entrepreneurial action by separating one or a group of intrapreneurs from the organisational structure [25, 27, 45, 49] . By contrast, internal resources operate within the overall organisational structure, and from this perspective corporate entrepreneurship focuses on bringing together organisational resources in a way that generates innovations and competitive advantage [18, [50] [51] [52] . Internationalisation as a perspective on corporate entrepreneurship relates to the relatively higher risk of entering foreign markets. These often differ from the domestic market in terms of political, economic, legal and cultural dimensions. This means the company has to develop new knowledge and competencies [42, [53] [54] [55] , which in turn reinforces the need for entrepreneurial abilities. The last perspective on corporate entrepreneurship in this classification is external networks and alliances. The main reason why companies enter an external network or alliance is to gain access to resources that they do not possess themselves [42, 56] .
In [62] , this classification considers 'top management teams and governance' as an initiative that can enable outcomes like new processes, products or services, growth, strategic renewal or the creation of new business. As previously mentioned, 'growth' is regarded as an outcome of combinations of a perspective and one or more enablers -such as top management teams and governance and reward systems.
In the literature, the concept of innovation is very broad and often confused with invention [63] . Some researchers describe innovation as a process [63] [64] [65] [66] , while for others it is the result or commercialisation of a company's entrepreneurial activities [41, 42, 67] . Notwithstanding this multiple use of the term, 'innovation' is here seen as the outcome. In order to increase the understanding of the four perspectives on corporate entrepreneurship, they are briefly described below.
Corporate venturing
In 1985, Robert A. Burgelman introduced the term New Venture Division to describe the small new businesses set up by one or a group of intrapreneurs and which formed the link between corporate entrepreneurship and the creation of new businesses. A number of scholars [49, 68] have pointed out that the activities described by Burgelman [27] can actually be dated back to the 1960s, where large companies like 3M and Dupont took their first step into venturing. Today, these activities are mainly described as Corporate Venturing, but, as argued by Sharma and Chrisman [45] , the continuous development of new definitions has led to confusion.
The main reason for creating corporate ventures is the isolation and nurturing of innovative ideas that cannot survive in the bureaucratic structures and formal procedures of a large company. Dedicating resources to corporate venturing allows the company to follow different routes in the pursuit of innovations, with the R&D department concentrating on radical technological inventions while the corporate ventures explore market opportunities for both radical and incremental innovations. A number of scholars [49, 69] have argued that corporate venturing is one of the main roads to innovation in the future economy as markets become more and more saturated. The ability to identify and exploit market opportunities is the core of entrepreneurship and forms a major part of the reason for investing in corporate ventures. The type of innovation created by corporate venturing is often related to strategic innovations, since the technology is invented as part of the corporation's research and development programme, but commercialisation in new markets is carried out through a corporate venture. Intuitively, the need for major investments in product innovation makes it less suitable for corporate venturing, but due to the capital structures and knowledge networks in some industries, investment in corporate venturing is seen as a promising business model in the pursuit of product innovation.
Internal (intangible) resources
Another perspective on corporate entrepreneurship, though one which might seem less evident, is internal resources. However, the focus on internal resources can be dated back to 1959, where Edith Penrose stated that a company's return is largely based on the resources it possesses. Since then, however, the balance of internal resources has change from tangible to intangible resources. Today, tangible resources are easily accessible or easy to imitate, which mean that it is no longer a sufficient way to gain a competitive advantage. Therefore, intangible resources, such as core competencies [70] and sustained competitive advantage [51] , have been crucial since the beginning of the 1990s.
The main reason for focusing on internal resources in relation to corporate entrepreneurship is that many companies possess a bundle of unexploited resourcesmainly intangible, knowledge resources held by employees. The knowledge resources are a mixture of skills, experience, competencies and capabilities that cannot easily be articulated and therefore cannot be transferred at arm's length or imitated by others. This makes the perspective of internal resources very important in relation to corporate entrepreneurship, as emphasised by Peter Drucker: '[t]he basic economic resources … is and will be knowledge' [71, p.7] .
The strength of the company is to bring together employees possessing different, specialised knowledge resources and to enable the creation of new knowledge resources, or combination of existing ones, to generate innovations and competitive advantage [51] . Alvarez and Barney [18] argue that knowledge specialists often need an organisation to make sense out of their knowledge resources, since they lack the ability to see how these can achieve an entrepreneurial profit or generate wealth. They state that intrapreneurs possess a broader knowledge base than specialists, which allows them to see how specialised knowledge resources can be applied to and integrated with the rest of the company and the market in order to achieve an entrepreneurial profit.
Brush et al. [52] point out that the ability to share knowledge resources influences efforts to develop the initial resource base necessary for long-term innovation. A company's ability to bring together these heterogeneous knowledge resources is therefore crucial to enabling innovation within organisational boundaries. It is therefore important for a company to be able to disseminate data and information to those parts of the organisation where it may be turned into useful knowledge.
The internal resource perspective thus constitutes a big potential for corporate entrepreneurship. Continuous knowledge creation, sharing and dissemination and the identification and exploitation of new possibilities are a way of maintaining a sustained competitive advantage and keeping organisational competencies up-to-date.
Internationalisation
The economic landscape has undergone substantial changes over the last few decades [72, 73] . Internationalisation, i.e. when a company extends its market scope beyond the domestic market [42, 54] , has become an important driver of corporate entrepreneurship in many companies, not only because of the innovative process of discovering and exploiting international opportunities for the purpose of achieving a competitive advantage [74] , but also because of the significant potential returns when the market expands [75] . Internationalisation can take different forms, e.g. exporting and foreign direct investments, but the main difference between internationalisation and external networks, as described in the next paragraph, is ownership. Internationalisation is integrated within the borders of the same legal organisation even though people are geographically diversified. However, common ownership means that resources and information flow freely, and the return, whether it be new technology, products, processes, services, market opportunity, etc., is owned by a single company.
The corporate entrepreneurship perspective on internationalisation should primarily be seen as an opportunity to expand the potential market scope. Lu and Beamish [55] stress that internationalisation is an entrepreneurial activity, since, compared with domestic expansion, entering a foreign market is risky in terms of the capital investment involved, or in terms of distributor opportunism, asset appropriation and devaluation with respect to exports in relation to direct foreign investment and exporting. They find that, when companies start exporting or make direct foreign investment, profitability declines because it does not pay the rent of the extra costs. Gradually, however, performance improves as new knowledge and capabilities are developed, as competitiveness is enhanced, and as market opportunities are captured by the company's investment activities in international markets, and the return becomes positive.
Being in more markets stimulates innovation and the development of a global mindset through the improvement or development of new knowledge resources, capabilities and innovative skills, and enhances the economies of scale and scope [75] .
External networks and alliances
A consensus has emerged among both strategy and entrepreneurship scholars that networks play an important role for growth and innovation [76] . Networks are patterned relationships between individuals and groups [77] , and are critical for an organisation's acquisition of resources [78] and with it the survival of the organisation. In relation to corporate entrepreneurship, the main purpose of entering a network is to gain access to the resources needed (but which the company does not possess) and to learn new competencies outside the company's core competences [56, 70] . However, alliances with selected customers or universities may also be related to the core of, for example, product development and technology development. Organisational networks can take many forms, e.g. R&D partnerships, licensing, marketing agreements, subcontracting, joint ventures and strategic alliances.
From a corporate entrepreneurship point of view, another purpose of entering networks or alliances may be flexibility -especially for the well-structured large organisation, where everything has to be cross-checked before something new can be tried out in the market. Networks or alliances with small partners make it possible to produce only a few units of a product and test it in the market before gearing the largescale production plant to streamlined production. In this way, the organisation gets some of the flexibility and agility of a small company while maintaining the massive, streamlined organisation that is crucial for stability. Figure 3 summarises the theoretical framework for corporate entrepreneurship developed in the previous sections. The upper half of the figure shows the four perspectives, or domains, of research in the area -corporate venturing, internal resources, internationalisation and networks. It has been argued that the concept of corporate entrepreneurship could be theorised and conceptualised from each of the four perspectives, which can also be categorised into intrapreneurship and exopreneurship.
Towards a framework for corporate entrepreneurship
The lower part of the framework accentuates the possible outcome of corporate entrepreneurship. It is very difficult to predict this beforehand. Some activities will hardly influence the organisation, whereas other activities lead to organisational renewal and yet again some others transform the organisation to something 'new', significantly different from what it was before. But even though corporate entrepreneurship initiatives result in some form of organisational renewal, only in a very few cases will it change the rules of competition. 
Conclusion
This study, as a discussion and classification of labels and a clarification of the overall concept of corporate entrepreneurship, contributes to the corporate entrepreneurship literature by providing useful insights (for newcomers). The breadth of corporate entrepreneurship has been illustrated and a framework in clarification has been proposed. Further research in each of the four perspectives is needed in order to understand the different ways in which corporate entrepreneurship is enabled and how entrepreneurial activities should be organised -especially within the internal resource perspective, which is less developed than the others. Future research should be structured according to the proposed framework in Figure 3 , to make it possible to compare the enablers and the ways of organising across different perspectives on corporate entrepreneurship.
The classification provides a nuanced, multi-faceted view of corporate entrepreneurship by describing different bases for managerial decisions in relation to corporate entrepreneurship, since this can mean different things depending on the perspective. The four perspectives taken into account may contribute to a greater insight into the meaningful context-dependent relations in a company. It is important to realise that the perspectives are not mutually exclusive -rather, they should be seen as complementary. However, the merits of intrapreneurship or exopreneurship vary with market contexts and the resources under the firm's control [79] .
The four perspectives on corporate entrepreneurship all relate to managerial opportunities. However, enabling corporate entrepreneurship by, for example, creating a new organisational structure may not be sufficient. Chesbrough and Rosenbloom [80] argue that companies also need to be open to new ways of commercialisation when new opportunities do not fit well into their current business model. Knowledge seems to be the only factor to play a crucial role in all perspectives, even though it plays different roles across the perspectives in forming the basis for innovative activities, corporate entrepreneurship and business models. Knowledge resources as an integration mechanism supports Drucker's [71] view of knowledge as the resource in the knowledge society. It also points to the fact that a company's ability to generate knowledge resources [81] is crucial to its competitiveness [82] and innovativeness. However, knowledge resources are also a potential source of cognitive bias, as a company is often biased by earlier success.
In order to be innovative, managing organisational knowledge is thus critical in relation to developing new combinations of knowledge resources, etc.,It adds a new dimension to the existing literature on corporate entrepreneurship that up to now has mainly described the different roles and characteristics of the entrepreneur/intrapreneur. A knowledge-based view of corporate entrepreneurship and knowledge resources as an integration mechanism are, therefore, very interesting topics for further research. 
